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The production of cattle in the United State is a very large business. Production begins 
at the cow-calf level, where a calf is born and raised to a specific weight. This weight is the 
weaning weight and averages between 300-600 pounds. The calf is then typically shipped to a 
feedlot, where it is fed a high corn ration which increases the weight of animal quickly and cost 
effectively to reach a sufficient slaughter weight. Cattle production takes place primarily in 5 
different geographical locations which include the North Central, Southeast, Northern Plains, 
Southern Plains, and West regions. Due to the relationships between fed cattle prices, feeder 
cattle prices and feed costs, lighter weight feeder cattle typically sell for a higher price per 
pound than heavier weight feeder cattle.  This decrease in price per pound for heavier feeders is 
often referred to as a feeder cattle price slide. This study is to determine how price slides have 
reacted over time and space due to the relative changes in fed and feeder cattle prices and the 
cost of feed. 
Weekly data was obtained from the Livestock Marketing Information Center (LMIC) on 
the auction price for feeder cattle at different weights for both steers and heifers. Weekly data 
on the futures price of live cattle and corn were also obtained from the LMIC.  
To determine if feeder cattle price slides had changed over time, regression analysis was 
used to evaluate the relationship between feeder cattle prices at varying weights with the price 
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of fed cattle and the price of corn.  Two different time periods were used for the same location: 
the first period was from 1992 to 1996 and the second period was from 2005 to 2015. Price 
slides were also examined across space. There were five different geographical locations 
analyzed: Oklahoma, Nebraska, Georgia, Kansas, and Montana. Each region was regressed 
individually and then compared. Prices slides were calculated as the difference in the regressed 
feeder cattle price at each weight. A combination of the time and space was used to evaluate 
changes in the same model. 
Results from the regression models returned feeder cattle prices at varying weights for 
steers and heifers and price slides were calculated from those estimated prices. It was found 
that price slides are not constant over time and that price slides are geographically specific. In 
the third objective, it is shown that time and space are both factors in determining price slides 
for feeder cattle. 
The implications of this study are to help cattle producers be more aware of market 
conditions specific to changes in feeding cost. It is also to make aware that price slides are not 








I want to acknowledge the people that helped me in the pursuit of this degree. First, I 
want to thank Kaylee for supporting from a distance while I was away. Second, I would like to 
thank my parents for supporting me, guiding me, and encouraging me during this incredible 
adventure. Third, I would like to thank Dr. Feuz, who without I could not have done this. He has 
taught me so much and surprised me every time I talked with him. Last but not least, I would 
like to thank all of my professors both at the RAU and USU who gave of their time to help me 




ABSTRACT ........................................................................................................................................ iii 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT ...................................................................................................................... v 
CONTENTS ....................................................................................................................................... vi 
LIST OF TABLES ............................................................................................................................... vii 
LIST OF FIGURES .............................................................................................................................. ix 
CHAPTER 
I. INTRODUCTION ......................................................................................................................... 1 
Price slides ............................................................................................................................... 7 
Objectives ................................................................................................................................ 8 
Methods ................................................................................................................................... 9 
Data and Scope of Analysis .................................................................................................... 10 
II. LITERATURE REVIEW .............................................................................................................. 11 
Physical & Market Characteristics ......................................................................................... 11 
Price Slides ............................................................................................................................. 15 
Feed and Cost of Gain ............................................................................................................ 19 
III. METHODOLOGY AND DATA .................................................................................................. 22 
Objective 1 ............................................................................................................................. 22 
Objective 2 ............................................................................................................................. 27 
Objective 3 ............................................................................................................................. 30 
IV. RESULTS ................................................................................................................................ 35 
Objective 1 ............................................................................................................................. 35 
Objective 2 ............................................................................................................................. 40 
Objective 3 ............................................................................................................................. 47 
Graphical Presentation of Price Slides ................................................................................... 51 
V. CONCLUSION ......................................................................................................................... 56 
Study Limitations and Future Research ................................................................................. 60 





LIST OF TABLES 
Table                Page 
1.1     Percentage of production for each region within the U.S. (Economic Research 
Service,   2011) ........................................................................................................ 3 
 
1.2     Summary of Weaning Weight, Weaning Age, and Calves production distribution by 
Region ...................................................................................................................... 5 
 
2.1     Average Price Slides and Allowable Weight Variance for Steers and Heifers at a 
Major Video Auction Company During 1987-92 (Bailey & Holmgren, N/A) ......... 17 
 
3.1     Summary statistics for 1992-1996 data ...................................................................... 26 
 
3.2     Summary statistics for the Dhuyvetter and Schroeder research data ....................... 26 
 
3.3     Summary statistics for the 2005-2015 data ............................................................... 26 
 
3.4     Oklahoma summary statistics .................................................................................... 28 
 
3.5     Nebraska summary statistics ...................................................................................... 28 
 
3.6     Georgia summary statistics ........................................................................................ 28 
 
3.7     Kansas summary statistics .......................................................................................... 29 
 
3.8     Montana summary statistics ...................................................................................... 29 
 
3.9     Geographical summary statistics ................................................................................ 33 
 
3.10   Average yearly corn futures price .............................................................................. 33 
 
3.11   Average yearly live cattle futures price ...................................................................... 34 
 
4.1     1992-1996 Regression result estimating equation 4.1 ............................................... 36 
 
4.2     2005-2015 Results of estimating equation 4.1 ........................................................... 38 
 
4.3     Changes between 1992-1996 and 2005-2015 ............................................................ 40 
 




4.5     Nebraska results from estimating equation 4.1 ......................................................... 41 
 
4.6     Georgia results from estimating equation 4.1 ........................................................... 42 
 
4.7     Kansas results from estimating equation 4.1 ............................................................. 42 
 
4.8     Montana results from estimating equation 4.1 ......................................................... 43 
 
4.9     Objective 3 results from estimating equation 4.2 ...................................................... 48 
 
4.10   Results of the Wald test to determine significant differences between parameter 




LIST OF FIGURES  
Figure                Page 
1.1     U.S. Meat Market Segments (Lowe & Gereffi, 2009) ................................................... 1 
 
1.2     U.S. beef cow-calf production regions (Economic Research Service, 2011) ................ 3 
 
4.1     Visual representation of price slides for 1992-1996 .................................................. 37 
 
4.2     Visual representation of price slides from Dhuyvetter study .................................... 37 
 
4.3     Visual representation of price slides during 2005-2015 ............................................. 39 
 
4.4     Visual representation of price slides (Steers) during 2005-2015 ............................... 44 
 
4.5     Visual representation of price slides (Heifers) during 2005-2015 .............................. 44 
 
4.6     Visual representation of steer price slides per geographical location ....................... 45 
 
4.7     Visual representation of heifer price slides per geographical location ...................... 46 
 
4.8     Montana price slides per year .................................................................................... 52 
 
4.9     Oklahoma price slides per year .................................................................................. 52 
 
4.10   Georgia price slides per year ...................................................................................... 53 
 
4.11   Kansas price slides per year........................................................................................ 53 
 
4.12   Nebraska price slides per year ................................................................................... 54 
 






The production of cattle is an important industry within the United States (U.S.). The 
financial ramifications of the cattle industry are quite large. In 2006, beef was 31.4% of the total 
U.S. meat market at the retail revenue level. This accounted for roughly $28 billion. Pork is the 
next highest segment at 20%. A graphical depiction is seen in Figure 1.1 (Lowe & Gereffi, 2009). 
The U.S. is home to vast grasslands and a flourishing grain supply.  The Economic Research 
Service (ERS) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture states, “…the world’s largest fed-cattle 
industry, the U.S. is also the world’s largest producer of beef—primarily high-quality, grain-fed 
beef for domestic and export use (Economic Research Service, 2012).” 
 
 





In 2000, the annual cash receipts for calves and cattle were almost $41 billion dollars. 
Over the past four decades, the annual cash receipts have steadily increased by 404%. In 2013, 
the most recent non-forecasted value available, the annual cash receipts for calves and cattle 
was almost 68 billion dollars. From 2000 to 2013, there is a 68% increase in cash receipts 
(Economic Research Service, 2015).  
Beef production in the U.S. is becoming more and more specialized. It begins with cow-
calf operators and typically finishes with a feedlot operation, but there are also other segments 
of the industry that seek to add weight and value to the calf between the cow-calf and feedlot 
sectors. 
A 2009 study of the value chain analysis of the U.S. beef and dairy industries found that 
“Cattle and calves represent the largest value of agricultural production in 13 states (Arizona, 
Colorado, Kansas, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Tennessee, 
Texas, Utah, Wyoming) and ranks second in another 11 (Alabama, Idaho, Kentucky, New Mexico, 
North Dakota, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Vermont, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin) (Lowe & 
Gereffi, 2009). 1 
Cow-calf operations are located all throughout the U.S. A survey conducted by the 
Economic Research Service in 2011 using 2008’s timeframe concluded that 96 percent of cattle 
farms with 20 or more cattle were spread geographically as the map in figure 1.2 also shows the 
different sections where cow-calf operations reside and in table 1.1 is seen the different 
percentages of production from the different regions. This percentage includes all different 
types of operations including cow-calf only, cow-calf/stocker, and cow-calf/feedlot. There were 
                                                          
1 Farm cash receipts provide the basic information of the value of agricultural production that is sold, 
whether in the domestic market or to the international market (Economic Research Service, 2015). 
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limitations to this survey as it only includes 1,966 responses from 3,600 surveyed producers 
(Economic Research Service, 2011).   
 
Figure 1.2 – U.S. beef cow-calf production regions (Economic Research Service, 2011) 
 
 
Table 1.1 – Percentage of production for each region within the U.S. (Economic Research 
Service, 2011) 
Region % of Production 
North Central 16% 
Southeast 32% 
Northern Plains 16% 




As noted above, there are five main cow-calf producing areas in the U.S.:  the North 
Central region, which includes Missouri and Iowa;  the Southeast region, which includes 
Arkansas, Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Tennessee, Kentucky, and Virginia;  the 
Northern Plains region, which includes Kansas, Nebraska, South Dakota, and North Dakota; the 
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Southern Plains region, which includes Oklahoma and Texas; and  the West region, which 
includes California, Oregon, Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, and New Mexico. The feeding 
regimes for all these regions can differ. In the southern regions, cattle are able to run year round 
on pasture and range lands. In the northern regions, cattle run on pasture, but have more 
trouble with pasture feeding in the winter and feed more hay during the winter. In the West 
region, 36% of beef producers use public grazing land (Economic Research Service, 2011). Most 
use the public grazing land in the summer and feed hay during the winter months; however, 
there are some winter grazing areas on public land in desert areas.  
Calves coming out of cow-calf operations are weaned at different weights depending on 
the region. In the West, the average weaning weight for calves is 538 lbs. while in the Southeast 
the average weaning weight is only 480 lbs. The Northern Plains region has the heaviest 
weaning weight of 543 lbs. and calves are weaned on average at 219 days.  Table 1.2 is a 
summary of the average weaning weights and days of age at weaning as reported by the 
Economic Research Service in 2011.    
Table 1.2 also displays what is done with the calves at weaning by region such as sold at 
weaning, backgrounding then sold, and retained until slaughter.  The percentage of calves sold 
at weaning varies by region.  In the North Central region, 44% of the calves are sold at weaning, 
45% are fed on some sort of backgrounding program and then sold, and the remaining 11% are 
retained for slaughter. In the Southeast, 70% of calves are sold at weaning and 28% are fed on 
some backgrounding program and then sold. The remaining 2% are held until slaughter. In the 
West, 53% of the calves are sold at weaning, 39% are sold after some sort of backgrounding 

















501 480 543 493 538 
Weaning age 
(days) 
210 206 219 204 222 
Sold at 
weaning (%) 
44 70 41 69 53 
Backgrounded 
then sold (%) 
45 28 49 29 39 
Retained until 
slaughter (%) 
11 2 10 2 8 
 
 
The definition of backgrounding is “growing, feeding and managing of steers and heifers 
from weaning until they enter a feedlot and are placed on a high concentrate finishing ration” 
(Government of Saskatchewan, 2015). Backgrounding can be done in a variety of different ways 
including a continuation of pasture feeding, wheat pasture feeding, corn stalks feeding, hay 
feeding, silage feeding, grain feeding, and crop residue feeding (Lardy & Anderson, N/A). There 
are only two regions (North Central and Northern Plains) where backgrounding is done more 
than directly selling calves after weaning.   
Calves that are sold after weaning will typically weigh between 300-600 lbs. Calves that 
are kept for backgrounding and then sold to a feedlot typically weigh between 500-1000 lbs., 
with most weighing 600-900 lbs. In March 2015, 1.81 million calves were placed in feedlots. 79% 
of those placed were 600 lbs. or more (USDA, 2015). U.S. Department of Agriculture defines 
feedlots as “confinement facilities where cattle are fed to produce beef for the commercial 
trade” (USDA, N/A).  
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Calves become what the industry calls feeder cattle. According to Investopedia, feeder 
cattle “are weaned calves that have been raised to a certain weight and then sent to feedlots to 
be fattened before they are slaughtered. On average, three to four months is required to fatten 
the cattle from a starting weight of 600-800 pounds to the desired finished weight of 1,000-
1,300 pounds” (Investopedia, N/A). Once feeder cattle are placed at a feedlot, producers’ desire 
is to increase weight quickly and cost effectively and ready cattle for slaughter and commercial 
sale and the production of beef found in grocery stores and other food chains. Feeder cattle can 
gain 3-4 pounds a day on a high grain diet. This diet is primarily corn based. This includes corn 
grain, corn silage, and corn ethanol by-products. 
The feed cost and cost of feeder cattle themselves are the biggest cost components for 
finishing cattle. These costs vary throughout time and are dependent on the supply and demand 
for the inputs (feed and feeder cattle) and the supply and demand for the outputs (beef). 
Because of this variation in cost, cow-calf or feedlot owners must be aware and consider several 
costs to ensure that their operation is profitable. 
Over the past 30 years, producers could typically put weight onto cattle cheaper than 
the market price of slaughtered cattle. Because producers could add weight in a more 
economical way, lighter feeder cattle would be priced higher per pound at auction than the 
heavier feeder cattle. This is why the phenomenon of feeder cattle price slides occurs. 
Producers at both the cow-calf level and feedlot level would have to determine whether they 
would produce/procure lighter calves or heavier calves. This decision is affected by the feeder 
cattle price slides, which are influenced, by corn prices. The average corn price from 1990 to 
1999 was $2.67/bu. and from 2000 to 2009 was $2.87/bu.; a slight increase.  However, the 
average corn price during 2010 to 2014 was $5.59/bu.; a significant increase over other periods. 
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All corn prices used in this analysis were calculated using the nearby Chicago Board of Trade 
corn futures price. Feeder cattle prices have also increased over time. During 1990 to 1999, the 
average feeder cattle price was $76.95/cwt. During 2000 to 2009, the average feeder cattle 
price was $97.19/cwt. During 2010 to 2014, the average feeder cattle price was $149.31/cwt. All 
the feeder cattle prices were calculated using the nearby Chicago Board of Trade feeder cattle 
futures price.  
Price slides 
 
Cow-calf operations and feedlot operations are interested in maximizing their profit just 
like any other business. Light-weight cattle typically receive a higher price per pound but a lower 
price per head than heavy-weight cattle. Cow-calf producers must consider their production 
costs and resources while determining the optimal weight to market feeder cattle.  Feedlot 
operators must consider feeding costs, feeding time and projected fed cattle selling price to 
determine the optimal weight of feeder cattle to optimize cattle feeding returns. Feeder cattle 
prices are dependent on beef prices and slaughter cattle prices because feeder cattle are an 
input for the fed cattle and ultimately the beef industry (Meyer, 1997). As feed costs 
increase/decrease, the price difference between lightweight and heavyweight feeder cattle 
tends to decrease/increase.  Given that feeder cattle prices and price slides can have a big 
impact on returns for cow-calf, background and feedlot producers, can producers count on 
these slides to remain constant over time and across regions?  
Price slides have differed spatially and temporally as indicated by past research. 
Faminow and Gum studied price differentials in Arizona using data from 1984 and 1985. Price 
slides in lighter weight cattle were almost identical. As weight increases, a gap begins to form 
between the two years. In 1985, the price slide between a 500 and 800 pound steers was 
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approximately $14/cwt. However, in this study the cost of feed (cost of corn) was not even 
addressed (Faminow & Gum, 1986). In 1999, Dhuyvetter and Schroeder studied price slides 
using data from 1987 to 1996 including several determinants of feeder cattle prices. They found 
that at $2.61 corn the price slide between a 500 and 800 pound steers was more than $22/cwt 
(Dhuyvetter & Schroeder, 1999).   
Both of these studies on feeder cattle price slides are somewhat dated.  There is a need 
for updated research to determine the changes to price slides due to the fluctuating price of 
feed, especially corn in the last several years. In the example above, Dhuyvetter and Schroeder 
used an average corn price of $2.61 while in 2010 to 2014 corn price averaged $5.59 per bushel.  
Objectives 
 
The principal objective of this research is to evaluate feeder cattle price slides over time 
and across regions. The specific research objectives are: 
1. Evaluate feeder cattle price slides over time to determine what factors impact the slides 
and determine if these relationships have remained constant over time;  
2. Evaluate price slides over geographical locations (specifically Montana, Nebraska, 
Kansas, Oklahoma, and Georgia) to determine if slides and relationships are constant 
across regions; 
3. Evaluate if price slides have changed over time and space. Evaluating both objective 1 







To evaluate price slides as a function of cattle prices (i.e., live cattle and feeder cattle), 
cost of gain (i.e., futures price of corn), weight, sex, and characteristics (if available), and to 
evaluate these relationships over time, data will be collected from the state of Kansas which 
matches as closely as possible the research reported by Dhuyvetter and Schroeder and then that 
data set will also be updated with more recent observations such as a time period of 2005 to 
2015. Ordinary least squares regression will be used to determine the monetary value of price 
slides derived from the feeder cattle price at different weights keeping the other variables at 
their mean values. Hedonic modeling will be used to model the different price slides that affect 
the cattle price-weight relationship. Hedonic pricing is defined as “a model identifying price 
factors according to the premise that price is determined both by internal characteristics of the 
good being sold and external factors affecting it” (Investopedia, N/A). That is to address 
objective one. 
To achieve the results for objective two, feeder cattle price data from several 
geographical locations will be used. Feeder cattle price slides will again be derived from the 
feeder cattle price at different weights and evaluated as a function of cattle prices (i.e., live 
cattle or feeder cattle), cost of gain (i.e., futures price of corn), weight, sex, and cattle 
characteristics. Data will be collected from Kansas (the original data set), Oklahoma, Nebraska, 
Montana, and Georgia from the time period of 1999 to 2015 on a weekly basis. The same 
variables will be used in the geographical evaluation as the first objective of determining 
whether price slides have changed over time. 
To determine results for objective 3 evaluation using a combination of objective 1 and 2 
will be used. Feeder cattle price slides will be derived from the feeder cattle price at different 
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weights and evaluated as a function of cattle prices (i.e., live cattle or feeder cattle), cost of gain 
(i.e., futures price of corn), weight, sex, characteristics (if available), time (2005 to 2014), and 
space (geographically location). Data will be used from all the geographically locations which 
are: Kansas, Oklahoma, Nebraska, Montana, and Georgia.   
Data and Scope of Analysis 
 
The data for this study has been obtained from the Livestock Marketing Information 
Center. For the first objective, data from the Kansas area will be used to replicate or duplicate as 
close as possible the previous study by Dhuyvetter and Schroeder (1999). For the second 
objective, national data from 5 different states will be used to determine if there are price slide 
differences through the different states that may lead to understanding that price slides are 
regionally specific and confirm the previous research, but with updated data. For the third 
objective, national data will be used across 10 years to determine if price slides have changed 




II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Past research has been conducted on how price slides effect price for feeder cattle. 
Price slides are not the only factor that determines the price of feeder cattle. Price slides are an 
adjustment to cattle weight to deal with uncertainty (Brorsen, et al., 2001). There are a number 
of factors affecting the price for feeder cattle. These factors include physical & market 
characteristics, price slides, feed and cost of gain. This chapter will be broken into three sections 
to explore some of the factors used to explain the price of feeder cattle.  The first section will be 
physical and market characteristics. The second section will be price slides. The third section will 
be feed and cost of gain. 
Physical & Market Characteristics 
 
Faminow and Gum said it best with, “Price determination in feeder cattle markets is a 
complicated process” (Faminow & Gum, 1986). Weight is a physical characteristic that greatly 
influences the price of feeder cattle. There are a number of physical characteristics found within 
cattle that can affect and help explain price differences among cattle lots. Buccola stated several 
of these physical characteristics indicating breed, sex, frame size, and age all have a bearing on 
the expected cattle price. However, these physical characteristics are not all inclusive (Buccola, 
1980).  
In “Buying and Selling Feeder Cattle” produced by Sartwelle, the impact of different 
physical cattle characteristics on feeder cattle prices are presented. Three purchased 
characteristics were identified and analyzed. These three characteristics were breed, muscling, 
and frame size. Breed, muscling, and frame size will be discuss later in this section. The same 
article continues to discuss other management and nutrition characteristics that have effect on 
the overall price of cattle. These characteristics include weight, health problems, condition, and 
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horns. The final discussion characteristics will be marketing characteristics. These characteristics 
include lot size, fill, time of sale, and weight uniformity (Sartwelle, et al., 1996). 
Breed type influences the prices buyers are willing to offer for feeder cattle (Schroeder, 
et al., 1988). Premiums and discounts can be taken depending on the breed of cattle. An 
example of this is Angus cattle receiving a premium in 1993 where in 1986/1987 they received a 
discount in comparison with Hereford. That was found in the extension work by Kansas State 
University (Sartwelle, et al., 1996). In Factors Affecting Feeder Cattle Price Differentials, it is 
confirmed that Angus cattle received discount at about the same time in 1988 (Schroeder, et al., 
1988).  
Sex influences the price that buyers are willing to pay for an animal. Steers are able to 
put more weight on than heifers. Therefore, heifers are typically discounted at auction because 
their inability to add weight as fast as steers. 
The muscling of cattle is important. Feeder cattle buyers prefer to purchase cattle that 
are heavily muscled. Medium to light muscled feeder cattle are discounted (Sartwelle, et al., 
1996). Schroeder estimated the discount for medium to light muscled cattle to be about 5% to 
9% of the average price of heavy muscled cattle (Schroeder, et al., 1988). Kansas State 
continued to say that carcass quality is a concern and in recent years has helped in the large 
discounts in steers not expected to have desirable carcasses in the finishing process (Sartwelle, 
et al., 1996). 
Large frame size is desirable due to the growth patterns and finish weight. Meat 
processing industries prefer the large-framed animals over the small-framed animals (Sartwelle, 
et al., 1996). Discounts are prevalent in smaller-framed animals. There is a discount for heifers 
13 
 
compared to steers and this is attributed to breeding. Large framed heifer is more desirable trait 
for the breeding (Schroeder, et al., 1988).  
As the weight of cattle increases, their price typically decreases. This price weight 
relationship was consistent in a number of studies with one exception; Schroeder states, 
“Yearling heifer prices, however, increase as weight increased. The yearling heifers included lot 
of cattle intended for entry into breeding herds as well as cattle destined for fattening. Heavier, 
more mature heifers are likely to receive premium, if they are purchased for breeding purposes” 
(Schroeder, et al., 1988). In a study conducted by Kansas State University, weight had a greater 
effect on prices in 1993 versus 1986/1987. This is show in figure 2.1. 
Figure 2.1 – Effect of Weight on Steer Prices in Fall (Sartwelle, et al., 1996) 
 
Health problems within cattle create heavy discounts. Schroeder estimated that stale 
animals received a 5% to 8% discount, but sick animals on average received a 20% discount. 
These cattle were not in good health, had physical impairments, or were muddy (Schroeder, et 
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al., 1988). Unhealthy cattle have higher chances of death than healthy cattle, take more time to 
care for, and do not have the same feed efficiency that a healthy animal would have (Sartwelle, 
et al., 1996). 
Condition is dependent upon the time of the year. During the springtime feeder cattle 
steers that are fleshy are discounted. The reason behind this that is cattle producers are 
concerned that fleshy cattle will not gain as well on grass. Whereas in the fall time feeder cattle 
steers that are fleshy receive a premium. This is due to the fact that producers think that flesher 
cattle will be hardier and will be able to endure the winter with less problems (Schroeder, et al., 
1988). These findings differ from Folwell and Reherg’s conclusion that fleshy or gaunt 
appearance did not significantly affect the price of stocker-feeder cattle in Washington 
(Schroeder, et al., 1988). 
Horns can reduce the price paid for a lot of cattle. Schroeder said this could be 
especially true for heavier weight animals (Schroeder, et al., 1988). In the study done by Kansas 
State concluded that if a lot of all steers had horns a discount of $2.30/cwt could be seen in 
1993 (Sartwelle, et al., 1996). The reasoning for the discounts include increased opportunity for 
injury among horned cattle fed in a confined area and also increased handling costs (Sartwelle, 
et al., 1996). 
Lot size has an impact on price of feeder cattle. Buyers prefer large lots of cattle. 
Schroeder observed that the maximum premium for lightweight cattle was for forty-five to fifty 
head lots. The premium values for lightweight cattle for steers was $6.50/cwt and for heifers 
was $6.15/cwt. Lot size for heavy cattle were about fifty-five to six-five head (Schroeder, et al., 
1988). Faminow and Gum found a similar observation in Arizona noted that the maximum price 
was received for sixty head lots (Faminow & Gum, 1986). Kansas State University states a few 
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reasons why producers prefer to purchase cattle in large lots. Buyer prefer to buy large cattle 
lots to minimize health problems that occur by combining cattle from different sources. Health 
is one of the biggest reasons for purchases of large cattle lot (Sartwelle, et al., 1996). 
Feeder cattle with above average fill are discounted. In the study done by Sartwelle, 
discounts of $11.54 and $9.04 were seen for steers and heifers respectively.  
Time of sale is important for both the buyers and sellers. Schroeder found that cattle 
sold during the middle of the sale receive $1 to $2 more per hundred weight than those in the 
first quarter on average. Some of the reasoning behind this is because the greatest number of 
buyers are present during the middle period of a sale. He continues by saying, “Prices also 
differed across market locations, reflecting regional differences in the demand and supply of 
feeder cattle during the data collection period” (Schroeder, et al., 1988). The finding that the 
middle of the sale receives higher premiums than the beginning is validated in the study at 
Kansas State University (Sartwelle, et al., 1996). 
Uniformity goes along with the lot size. Buyer wants large lot that contain uniform 
cattle. In the Kansas State study, buyers would discount non-uniform lots of feeder steer by 
$0.50 per hundredweight. This was across both data sets used from 1986/1987 and 1993 
(Sartwelle, et al., 1996). 
Price Slides 
 
Buyers generally pay higher prices for light feeder cattle than for heavy feeder cattle 
because the "cost of gain" is less than the value of additional weight. This demonstrates a 
negative relationship between weight and price and has been referred to as the price slide 
(Dhuyvetter, et al., 2002). They also reported that feeder cattle price slides will vary as both feed 
costs and fed cattle selling prices vary.  
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Most buyers and sellers are aware of price slides that occur in the cash or spot market 
and therefore when forward contracting cattle the price slide is also a consideration. It is stated 
in “Understanding Price Slides in Beef Cattle Marketing” that “the ‘slide’ is a predetermined 
adjustment in the sale price of cattle and is included in the contract (forward contracting) or in 
the description of the cattle (video or Internet marketing) being offered for sale. It is based on 
the difference between the weight estimated prior to consignment or contracting and the actual 
pay weight” (Barham, et al., 2009). The price slide allows for a fair market value of the feeder 
cattle at delivery. Price slides provide protection to the buyer and seller. It should not benefit 
either party. It is designed to ensure that the seller provides the best possible delivered weight 
estimation prior to delivery.  
Feeder cattle weight is an essential determinant of feeder cattle price. It is difficult for 
buyers and sellers to estimate weights, especially in the case of future delivery. Forward 
contracting is a method of selling cattle at a future delivery date. This requires estimating the 
weights of cattle prior to delivery. Price slides deal with adjustments to cattle weight. The 
adjustment is the difference between the estimated weight prior to delivery and the actual 
delivered weight.  There exist to different types of slides: up slide, down slide, and both ways. 
Up Slide is when the cattle weigh heavier than expected at delivery. Down Slide is when cattle 
weigh less than expected at delivery. Both ways provides protection for both the buyer and the 
seller. Both ways provide more protection for cattle weaning weights over yearling weights 
because yearling weights are more predictable. (Barham, et al., 2009).  
There are several advantages and disadvantages to price slides. Advantages are price 
slide reduces the risk of estimating feeder cattle weights, price slides bring more potential 
buyers to the sale, provide price protection for both the buyer and seller, communicate to buyer 
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the seller’s confidence in their weight estimation, and price slide may bring a higher bid than 
other means of selling. Disadvantages are buyer and seller need to be knowledgeable of the 
price slides for different type of cattle, buyers discount their bid for cattle with large weight 
allowances and lower than normal price slides, buyer and seller must agree on each element of 
the price slide, price of cattle in the future may decrease resulting in a loss to the buyer, price of 
cattle in future may increase resulting in a loss of potential earnings to the seller (Prevatt, 2011). 
As mentioned above, price slides can communicate confidence from the seller to the 
buyer just through the price slide amount and the weight allowance. If a seller presents a small 
price slide with a large weight allowance, this communicates to the buyer that the seller is not 
confident in his/her estimation of the average cattle weight. If seller presents a large price slide 
with a small weight allowance, this communicates to the buyer that the seller is more confident 
in his/her estimation of the average cattle weight (Bailey & Holmgren, N/A). Bailey and 
Holmgren looked at price slides over time and found that the price slide trended upward and 
allowable weight variance trended downward from 1987 to 1992, table 2.1. 
Table 2.1 - Average Price Slides and Allowable Weight Variance for Steers and Heifers at a 




Bailey and Holmgren continue to say the "most critical element of the process is 
estimating the average per head delivered weight of the cattle.” Understanding and using price 
slides in management decisions is important. It allows producers to make more accurate 
forecasts, make decisions about alternative production strategies (e.g., creep feeding calves, 
rate of gain to pursue in backgrounding programs, length of grazing season), and the timing of 
buy/sell decisions (Dhuyvetter, et al., 2002). 
Forward contracts will have a pre-established weight for cattle in the contract. For 
example, the contract will state that calves will be 700 lbs when delivered in the future. Along 
with the desired weight, the price per hundred weight (cwt) will be defined as $90/cwt. The 
price slide will be incorporated to ensure the weight is as accurate as possible. The slide could 
be $6/cwt. There will be included a variable to take into consideration the shrink. 2% shrink can 
be applied to this situation. The delivered weight of the calves is 740 lbs.  
Variables from the above scenario: 
Slide weight = 700 lbs 
Slide = $6/cwt 
Sale price = $90/cwt 
Shrink rate = 2% 
Delivered weight = 740 lbs 
Above is an example of a slide up. This is where the calves are delivered at a heavier 
weight than expected. First, the shrink rate must be considered. Delivered weight times the 
shrink rate, which would be 740 lbs x 2% equals 14.8 lbs. Then pay weight is calculated using the 
delivered weight minus the 14.8 lbs, which is 725.2 lbs. Then one needs to calculate the weight 
that will be under the influence of the slide which would be 725.2 – 700, which is 25.2 lbs. Then 
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it needs to be converted to cwt. It is 0.252 cwt. Then one needs to multiply 0.252 cwt, by the 
price slide of $6/cwt, which yields $1.512/cwt. Then one subtracts this result from the agreed 
upon sale price, so it would be $90/cwt - $1.512/cwt which equals $88.488/cwt. Now 725.2 lbs 
needs to be converted to cwt and would be 7.252/cwt x $88.488/cwt = $641.71. In this example, 
the seller would receive a higher price for the cattle and the buyer would have to pay a higher 
price. But without the price slide the buyer would have to pay even more and the seller would 
not be penalizes for providing cattle at a heavier weight. If the price slide was not in the contract 
the 740 lbs would still be re-evaluated with the shrink rate. 725.2 lbs would be the total that 
would be timed by the sale price of $90/cwt. It would be $652.68. Therefore, it is advantage for 
the buyer to ensure that the contract has a price slide so that a better price is received. 
Another example would be a price slide down, where the actual cattle delivery weight is 
less than expected. For this example, the previous variables will be used except the delivered 
weight will be 650 lbs. So the delivered weight of 650 lbs is timed by the shrink rate of 2% and 
then subtracted from 650 lbs, which would be 637 lbs. Then 637 lbs would be subtracted from 
the estimated delivery weight of 700 lbs, which would be 63 lbs. Then we take the cwt, of 63 lbs 
times the price slide of $6/cwt, which is $3.78/cwt. This is where there is a difference in the 
calculation, we add the $3.78/cwt to the expected sale price of $90/cwt to get $93.78/cwt. Then 
the cwt of 637 lbs is taken and timed by the new sale price of $93.78/cwt, which would be 
$597.38. In situation, the seller receives a higher price for the calves because of the price slide. 
Buyers will be paying a premium for the lighter weight calves. 
Feed and Cost of Gain 
 
Feed costs have a great impact on the price of cattle. Price is not solely determined by 
the feed costs, but includes prices for fed cattle, feeder cattle, and cattle performance 
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(Schroeder, et al., 1993). In evaluating how feed cost, fed cattle, feeder cattle, and cattle 
performance affect price, one study did significant work on this topic; exploring two objectives: 
The first objective was “…to investigate factors that affect cattle feeding profitability.” The 
second objective was “…to determine how feed grain prices, feed conversion, and average daily 
gain affect feeding cost of gain.” In the study, data was used from two different feedlots in 
Western Kansas over the span of 11 years. There were 7,292 observations on steers placed on 
feed. The data was from 1980 to 1991. Most of the data was gathered prior to the development 
of video auctions. They used the following equation to estimate the net return give a number of 
factor that potentially impacted the producers’ return.  
NET RETURN = (FEDP x FEDWT) - (FDRP x FDRWT) - FEEDCOST- INTEREST 
NET RETURN is the net return to the cattle owner from feeding cattle ($/head), 
 
FEDP is the fed steer sale price f.o.b. the feedyard ($/cwt), 
 
FEDWT is the average shrink-adjusted fed cattle sale weight per head (cwt), 
 
FDRP is the feeder cattle purchase price ($/cwt), 
 
FDRWT is the average per head pay weight of the feeder cattle (cwt), 
 
FEEDCOST is the cost of feeding cattle (processing, feed, medication, veterinarian, and custom 
yardage charges) ($/head), 
 
INTEREST is interest cost on feeder cattle and feeding costs ($/head). 
This is the return to the producer, but to determine the feeder cattle cost producers 
must look at feeder cattle price as one of the area of uncertainty. Changes in grain prices, for 
example corn, have a significant effect on feeding costs for feeder cattle (Schroeder, et al., 
1993). Along with grain prices, feedlot performance of the animal is an important factor to net 




From the literature, there are several aspects that affect the pricing of feeder cattle. 
There are physical characteristics that demand premiums or discounts on feeder cattle prices in 
an auction. Market conditions at an auction also demand premiums or discounts for feeder 
cattle prices. Feed cost have an impact on the price of feeder cattle. Lighter feeder cattle 
demand a higher price per pound and as feeder cattle become heavier the price per pound 
drops. Price slides at auctions have been different over time in the case of Faminow and Gum’s 
study in comparison to the study done by Dhuyvetter and Schroeder. These studies were 
conducted during time of low corn prices as compared to higher corn prices of today and the 
last several years. Therefore, research should be conducted to analyze the effects of higher corn 
prices on slides over time and over space. This research will not be looking specifically at cattle 
marketing method of forward contracts during this study, but it may have some implications for 




III. METHODOLOGY AND DATA 
 
The overall objective of this research is to evaluate feeder cattle price slides over time 
and across regions. Price slides are a phenomenon that occur because feedlot producers can 
generally put weight on feeder cattle cheaper than buying heavier weight feeder cattle. The 
research for this is going to follow the methodology of Dhuyvetter and Schroeder (1999). They 
included a cost of gain factor such as corn though Faminow and Gum did not in their 1986 study. 
There are also other factors that attribute to feeder cattle prices such as physical characteristics 
which include breed, sex, frame size, and age. Due to limitations within the dataset some of 
these characteristics will not be included. 
Objective 1 
 
Research has shown that the price of feeder cattle and feed cost are the two biggest 
determinants of profit or loss for a feedlot producer. Producers have to be aware of changing 
commodity prices (corn futures price, feeder cattle futures prices and live cattle futures price) to 
ensure profitability. Corn futures prices tend to have a negative influence on feeder cattle 
prices. As the price for corn goes up the cost to feed cattle increases as well and therefore prices 
for feeder cattle will typically decline. High corn prices will typically drive up the cost of feed for 
producers. As the cost of feed increases, producers will have less profit holding all other 
variables constant; such as the cost of feeder cattle. The negative influence of corn prices on 
cattle prices is also confirmed by the research found by Dhuyvetter and Schroeder. Live cattle 
futures prices have a positive influence on the feeder cattle prices. As the price for live cattle 
futures goes up, the price for feeder cattle will also typically rise. This positive influence is also 
confirmed by the research done by Dhuyvetter and Schroeder. Weight has a negative influence 
on feeder cattle prices. As the weight of cattle increases, buyers will pay less for them as it is 
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more economical to purchase lighter weight animals and feed the cattle out. This negative 
relationship is confirmed again by Dhuyvetter and Schroeder.  
Evaluating physical characteristics is important to determine potential profit for feeding 
cattle. One such characteristic is sex. Heifers typically do not perform as well as steers in putting 
on weight (i.e. steers put on more weight per unit of feed than do heifers). Heifers are typically 
discounted because the animal’s performance is inferior to the performance of their steer 
counterparts. Other characteristics also have an impact on the sale price of feeder cattle. These 
characteristics include the physical attributes of a specific lot of cattle and the market conditions 
in which the cattle are being bought and sold. Other physical attributes that would have a 
bearing on the sale price would include breed, muscling, frame, health, condition, horns, and fill.  
While these cattle and lot characteristics have been shown to impact feeder cattle prices, they 
are likely to have less of an impact on the price slide for varying weights.  Therefore, for this 
study the individual lot characteristics will not be evaluated. 
Dhyuvetter and Schroeder conducted a study evaluating price slides. For their study, 
they included live cattle prices, corn prices, weight, steer or heifer, lot size, breed, and a 
seasonality component with months. The equation they used for their analysis was:  
(3.1)  Priceit = b0 + b1LCit + b2CNt + b3WTi +b4WT2i +b5HFRi WTi + b6 HFRi WT2i + b7LC it WTi + 
b8LCit WT2i + b9 CNt WTi + b10 CNt WT2i + b11Lotsizei + b12Lotsize2i + b13BREEDb + b14MONTHm WTi + 
b15MONTHm WT2i 
where LC was Live Cattle Futures, CN was Corn Futures, WT was the weight of the feeder cattle, 
HFR is a dummy variable for heifer, Lotsize was the number of feeder cattle in the sale lot, 
BREED was the breed of the feeder cattle, MONTH was a dummy variable for month, i is the sale 
lot, t is the time, b is the breed and m is the month.  (Dhuyvetter & Schroeder, 1999)   
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The purpose of this objective is to evaluate price slides over a longer time horizon than 
just two years evaluated by Faminow and Gum (1987) and in two different time periods. 
Dhuyvetter and Schroeder had individual sale lot data from Kansas from 1987 to 1996.  For this 
research, the data are auction market average price data for Kansas from 1992 to 1996 and 
from 2005 to 2015.  It is hypothesized that price slides found from 1992 to 1996 from auction 
market average data will not differ from the price slides found from 1987 to 1996 using 
individual sale lot data.  However, it is also hypothesized that price slides found in the 2005-
2015 time period will differ from the 1992 to 1996 time period. 
Commodity prices have changed substantially over the past 10 to 15 years.  From 1987 
to 1996, corn futures prices varied between $1.61 and $3.72 per bushel with prices generally 
around $2.50 per bushel.  However, in the 2005 to 2015 time period corn futures prices have 
exceeded $8 per bushel and for most months during that time corn futures have been higher 
than $3.72 per bushel. One of the biggest reasons for the rising corn prices can be attributed to 
federal government mandates. The Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) was introduced in 2005 that 
required a minimum amount of ethanol in gasoline. The RFS was changed in 2007 under the U.S. 
Energy Independence and Security Act. The required ethanol production was government 
mandated to increase year after year from 9 billion gallons in 2008 to 15.2 billion gallons in 2012 
(Carter, et al., 2012). To couple the government mandate, there was weather trouble 
throughout the U.S. Drought caused significant problems in 2012 and was said to be the worst in 
at least 50 years (Carter, et al., 2012). Feeder cattle and fed cattle prices have not changed as 
much as corn prices, but they are substantially higher in the latter time period (2005-2015) 
relative to the earlier time period (1992-1996).  This leads to the hypothesis that price slides will 
likely have changed over time.   
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For Objective 1, the following equation will be estimated over the two time periods 
(1992-1996 and 2005-2015):  
(3.2) Feeder Cattle Price = β0 + β1LCF – β2CF – β3WT + β4WT2 – β5HWT + β6HWT2 + β7CFWT – 
β8CFWT2 + e 
where: 
Feeder Cattle Price is the price paid by the cattle buyer at auction 
LCF is the live cattle futures price 
CF is the corn futures price 
WT is the weight of the feeder cattle (cwt) 
WT2 is weight squared 
H is the heifer dummy variable 
To estimate the price slides from equation 3.2 (which is a feeder cattle price equation), 
the equation needs to be estimated with different weights. Once the equation is estimated 
based on different weights, one can determine the predicted feeder cattle prices for different 
weights by holding all other variables constant at their mean values. After the predicted values 
are obtained, price differences between weights can be determined. That difference would be 
the price slide between those two weight differences. 
Data 
The data used for this study came from January 1992 to December 1996 and also June 
2005 to June 2015. The auction market data was not available in a consistent form prior to 1992 
and that is the reason for not having data back to 1987. The data are weekly data as reported by 
the USDA-Agricultural Marketing Service for Kansas auctions.  The dataset used by Dhyuvetter 
and Schroeder was from January 1987 to December 1996 and came from individual lot of cattle. 
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Summary statistics for the 1992-1996 time period, the Dhuyvetter and Schroeder data 
and the 2005-2005 time period are displayed in tables 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3.  
 
Table 3.1 – Summary statistics for 1992-1996 data 
 Feeder Price Live Cattle Futures Corn Futures Weight 
Count 4,828 4,828 4,828 4,828 
Average $77.25 $68.04 $2.78 603.14 
Std Dev $14.49 $4.36 $0.70 154.32 
Min $42.54 $60.50 $2.06 325 




Table 3.2 – Summary statistics for the Dhuyvetter and Schroeder research data 
  Feeder Price Live Cattle Futures Corn Futures Weight 
Count 46,123 46,123 46,123 46,123 
Average $80.64 $69.69 $2.61 660.04 
Std Dev $12.83 $4.76 $0.38 141.02 
Min $40.1 $55.28 $1.61 300 
Max $142.5 $76.73 $3.72 900 
 
 
Table 3.3 - Summary statistics for the 2005-2015 data 
  Feeder Price Live Cattle Futures Corn Futures Weight 
Count 8,363 8,363 8,363 8,363 
Average $139.55 $110.37 $4.63 626.81 
Std Dev $45.21 $22.18 $1.65 162.13 
Min $79.52 $79.16 $1.88 325 
Max $380 $170.13 $8.18 875 
 
 
The average weight for the Kansas City data for 1992 to 1996 was 603.14 pounds. This 
was roughly 57 pounds lighter than what was reported in Dhyuvetter and Schroeder’s research. 
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The weight range was also slightly different. This research had a range of 325 to 875 whereas 
the Dhyuvetter and Schroeder research had a range of 300 to 900. The average feeder price was 
$77.25/cwt, with a range of $42.54/cwt to $118.00/cwt. The average live cattle futures price 
was $68.04/cwt with a range of $60.50/cwt to $76.97/cwt. The average corn futures price was 
$2.78/bu with a range of $2.06/bu to $5.35/bu. 
The average weight for the Kansas City data for 2005 to 2015 was 626.78 pounds. The 
average feeder price was $139.54/cwt with a range of $79.52/cwt and $380/cwt. The average 
live cattle futures price was $110.37/cwt with a range of $18.54/cwt and $170.13/cwt. The 
average corn futures price was $4.63/bu with a range of $1.88/bu and $8.18/bu. We can see a 
definite change in the price of corn, which will be used as the coefficient to describe cost of 
feed. Feeder cattle and fed cattle prices are also much higher in the latter time period. These 
price changes are part of the motivation to understand how they have influenced the price 
slides within the cattle market. 
Objective 2 
 
Objective 2 evaluates price slides over geographical regions. Feeder cattle prices and the 
cost of feed differ depending on location and style of feeding. Therefore, profitability and price 
slides could differ depending on the geographical location in which an operation resides. The 
potential differences between regions could be due to backgrounding techniques in each region. 
Another potential cause of different price slides could be the different weaning weights and 
time to reach the weaning weights in different locations. Those differences were reported in 




Feeder cattle price data from five different states across the U.S. are used. The five 
states are Oklahoma, Nebraska, Georgia, Kansas, and Montana. The data was taken from 1999 
to 2015. 
Equation 3.2 will be re-estimated for each of the five states.  A comparison can be made 
between the different geographically regions by comparing the parameter estimates from the 
five regressions.  
Data 
Summary statistics are displayed for each state in tables 3.4 through 3.8. The datasets 
are of different sizes, but large enough we can make correct assumptions about the price slides.  
Table 3.4 – Oklahoma summary statistics 
Oklahoma Summary 
Feeder 
Price Live Cattle Futures 
Corn 
Futures Weight 
Count 18,658 18,658 18,658 18,658 
Average $122.74 $97.26 $3.72 637.70 
Std Dev $44.14 $25.24 $1.74 182.71 
Min $62.85 $64.47 $1.76 325.00 
Max $400.20 $170.13 $8.18 975.00 
 
 
Table 3.5 – Nebraska summary statistics 
Nebraska Summary 
Feeder 
Price Live Cattle Futures 
Corn 
Futures Weight 
Count 19,033 19,033 19,033 19,033 
Average $127.09  $98.27  $3.79  666.54  
Std Dev $45.02 $25.21 $1.75 178.50 
Min $64.85  $64.47  $1.76  375.00  









Price Live Cattle Futures 
Corn 
Futures Weight 
Count 14,218 14,218 14,218 14,218 
Average $117.07 $97.64 $3.76 534.32 
Std Dev $45.72 $25.00 $1.75 135.73 
Min $61.00 $64.47 $1.76 325.00 
Max $386.69 $169.55 $8.18 775.00 
 
 
Table 3.7 – Kansas summary statistics 
Kansas Summary 
Feeder 
Price Live Cattle Futures 
Corn 
Futures Weight 
Count 14,953 14,953 14,953 14,953 
Average $121.05 $96.23 $3.69 647.30 
Std Dev $42.09 $24.98 $1.75 177.13 
Min $61.50 $64.47 $1.76 325.00 
Max $380.00 $170.13 $8.18 975.00 
 
 
Table 3.8 – Montana summary statistics 
Montana Summary  
Feeder 
Price Live Cattle Futures 
Corn 
Futures Weight 
Count 13,952 13,952 13,952 13,952 
Average $121.53 $96.81 $3.73 638.62 
Std Dev $44.67 $24.90 $1.73 177.17 
Min $63.52 $64.86 $1.76 325.00 
Max $444.59 $170.13 $8.18 975.00 
 
 
For Oklahoma, the average price for the feeder price was $122.74/cwt with a range 
from $62.85/cwt to $400.20/cwt. On the live cattle futures there is an average price of 
$97.26/cwt with a range from $64.47/cwt to $170.13/cwt. The average for corn futures was 
$3.72/bu with a range of $1.76/bu to $8.18/bu. Weight averaged at 637.70 lbs and had a range 
of 325 to 975. 
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For Nebraska, the average price for the feeder price was $127.09/cwt with a range from 
$64.85/cwt to $406.19/cwt. On the live cattle futures there is an average price of $98.27/cwt 
with a range from $64.47/cwt to $170.13/cwt. The average for corn futures was $3.79/bu with a 
range from $1.76/bu to $8.18/bu. Weight averaged at 666.54 lbs and had a range of 325 to 975. 
For Georgia, the average price for the feeder price was $117.07/cwt with a range from 
$61.00/cwt to $386.69/cwt. On the live cattle futures there is an average price of $97.64/cwt 
with a range from $64.47/cwt to $169.55/cwt. The average for corn futures was $3.76/bu with a 
range of $1.76/bu to $8.18/bu. Weight averaged at 534.32 lbs and had a range of 325 to 775. 
For Kansas, the average price for the feeder price was $121.03/cwt with a range from 
$61.50/cwt to $380/cwt. On the live cattle futures there is an average price of $96.23/cwt with 
a range from $64.47/cwt to $170.13/cwt. The average for corn futures was $3.69/bu with a 
range from $1.76/bu to $8.18/bu. Weight averaged at 647.30 lbs and had a range of 325 to 975. 
For Montana, the average price for the feeder price was $121.53/cwt with a range from 
$63.52/cwt to $444.59/cwt. On the live cattle futures there is an average price of $96.81/cwt 
with a range from $64.86/cwt to $170.13/cwt. The average for corn futures was $3.73/bu with a 
range from $1.76/bu to $8.18/bu. Weight averaged at 638.55 lbs and had a range of 325 to 975. 
Objective 3  
 
Objective 3 evaluates price slides over time and space. The time component is a yearly 
analysis rather than over two different time periods. Space is the different regional locations 
from Objective 2. However, with this analysis the objective is to determine if changes over time 
have been the same or different across the five regions. 
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The methodology is similar to that of objective 1 and 2. Objective 3 combines the first 
two objectives to determine their interaction over time and space for the different commodities 
that ultimately affect the feeder cattle prices and price slides.  
Equation 3.2 will be modified from the first two objectives to include the dummy variables to 
allow for analysis of the time component and the space component. To evaluate this change, we 
must evaluate feeder cattle prices of each state as a function of live cattle futures, corn futures, 
weight, weight squared, heifer weight, heifer weight squared, time, and geographical variables. 
Ordinary Least Squares is used to run the regression analysis on the equation. The equation is as 
follows: 
(3.3) Feeder Cattle Price = β0 + β1LCF – β2CF – β3WT + β4WT2 – β5HWT + β6HWT2 + β7CFWT – 
β8CFWT2 + β9CFY05 + β10CFY06 + β11CFY07 + β12CFY09 + β13CFY10 + β14CFY11 + β15CFY12 + 
β16CFY13 + β17CFY14 + β18Y05 + β19Y06 + β20Y07 + β21Y09 + β22Y10 + β23Y11 + β24Y12 + β25Y13 + 
β26Y14 + β27CFGeoM + β28CFGeoK + β29CFGeoO + β30CFGeoN + β31GeoM + β32GeoK + β33GeoO + 




Price Price paid by the cattle buyer at auction 
LCF  Live Cattle Futures Price 
CF  Corn Futures Price 
WT  Weight of the feeder cattle (cwt) 
WT2  Weight squared (cwt) 
H  Heifer dummy variable 
Y05 2005 dummy variable 
Y06 2006 dummy variable 
Y07 2007 dummy variable 
Y08 2008 dummy variable 
Y09 2009 dummy variable 
Y10 2010 dummy variable 
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Y11 2011 dummy variable 
Y12 2012 dummy variable 
Y13 2013 dummy variable 
Y14 2014 dummy variable 
GeoM Montana dummy variable 
GeoK Kansas dummy variable 
GeoO Oklahoma dummy variable 
GeoN Nebraska dummy variable 
CFY05 Interaction term Corn Futures by Year 
CFY06 Interaction term Corn Futures by Year 
CFY07 Interaction term Corn Futures by Year 
CFY08 Interaction term Corn Futures by Year 
CFY09 Interaction term Corn Futures by Year 
CFY10 Interaction term Corn Futures by Year 
CFY11 Interaction term Corn Futures by Year 
CFY12 Interaction term Corn Futures by Year 
CFY13 Interaction term Corn Futures by Year 
CFY14 Interaction term Corn Futures by Year 
CFGeoM Interaction term Corn Futures by Location 
CFGeoK Interaction term Corn Futures by Location 
CFGeoO Interaction term Corn Futures by Location 
CFGeoN Interaction term Corn Futures by Location 
 
Data 
The summary statistics for the data are displayed in table 3.9. There are 50,905 





Table 3.9 – Geographical summary statistics 
  Feeder Price Live Cattle Futures Corn Futures Weight 
Count 50,905 50,905 50,905 50905 
Average $132.05 $107.74 $4.55 632.87 
Std Dev $41.57 $21.30 $1.71 179.79 
Min $63.75 $69.27 $1.88 325.00 
Max $444.59 $170.13 $8.18 975.00 
 
The average yearly corn futures and average yearly live cattle futures values will be used 
in place of the overall average corn futures and average live cattle futures. Those averages can 
be seen in tables 3.10 and 3.11. The average differ slightly due to different numbers of 
observations with the data sets and when the data was recorded.  
Table 3.10 – Average yearly corn futures price 
Corn Montana Kansas Oklahoma Nebraska Georgia 
2005 $2.04 $2.07 $2.08 $2.08 $2.09 
2006 $2.65 $2.59 $2.59 $2.60 $2.54 
2007 $3.77 $3.74 $3.71 $3.73 $3.73 
2008 $5.02 $5.23 $5.29 $5.19 $5.32 
2009 $3.74 $3.73 $3.73 $3.74 $3.73 
2010 $4.34 $4.23 $4.22 $4.31 $4.19 
2011 $6.71 $6.81 $6.79 $6.78 $6.84 
2012 $7.00 $6.97 $6.94 $6.97 $6.91 
2013 $5.93 $5.98 $5.94 $5.85 $5.88 






Table 3.11 – Average yearly live cattle futures price 
Live Cattle Montana Kansas Oklahoma Nebraska Georgia 
2005 $84.79 $85.00 $85.06 $85.12 $84.79 
2006 $86.36 $86.38 $86.61 $86.83 $86.72 
2007 $95.42 $95.64 $95.94 $95.65 $95.69 
2008 $98.88 $100.35 $100.87 $100.16 $101.68 
2009 $87.63 $87.71 $87.92 $87.83 $88.31 
2010 $97.72 $97.03 $97.34 $97.59 $97.27 
2011 $121.67 $121.58 $121.58 $121.73 $121.63 
2012 $130.67 $130.43 $130.26 $130.28 $130.64 
2013 $129.02 $128.67 $128.79 $128.90 $128.90 





IV. RESULTS  
 
The objective of this study is to evaluate price slides over time and space. The general 
methodology is to create a function to evaluate feeder cattle prices in relation to live cattle 
futures price, corn futures price, feeder cattle weight, and sex. The study conducted by 
Dhuyvetter and Schroeder will be used as a pattern to construct the model. 
Objective 1  
 
The following equation discussed in the methodology chapter was estimated using OLS 
regression: 
Equation 4.1 Feeder Cattle Price = β0 + β1LCF – β2CF – β3WT + β4WT2 – β5HWT + β6HWT2 + 
β7CFWT – β8CFWT2 + e 
where: 
Feeder Cattle Price is the price paid by the cattle buyer at auction 
LCF is the live cattle futures price 
CF is the corn futures price 
WT is the weight of the feeder cattle (cwt) 
WT2 is weight squared 
H is the heifer dummy variable 
From prior research, it was hypothesized that the parameter estimates associated with 
LCF and WT2 would be positive and that the parameter estimates associated with CF, WT, and H 
would be negative.  The equation was first estimated using the Kansas auction market date for 




Table 4.1 – 1992-1996 Regression result estimating equation 4.1 
Variable Coefficient Std. Error Significance 
Constant 77.9593 4.7069 0.01 
LCF 2.0446 0.0189 0.01 
CF -34.7085 1.5711 0.01 
WT -0.2877 0.0156 0.01 
WT2 0.0001 0.0000 0.01 
HWT -0.0485 0.0013 0.01 
HWT2 0.0001 0.0000 0.01 
CWT 0.0701 0.0054 0.01 
CWT2 0.0000 0.0000 0.01 
Adj R2 0.8839 Number of Obs. 4,828 
 
  The coefficient signs were as predicted and the same as previous research (Dhuyvetter 
& Schroeder, 1999). All of the coefficients were statistically significant at the 99% level.  
Using the regression results above we can determine the price for feeder cattle at 
different weights with the other variables at their mean values. Once the feeder cattle price at 
different weights is established, taking the heavier weight value minus the lighter weight value 
will give us the price slide between the weights. To replicate the previous research, the author is 
going to include two standard deviations as well. In figure 4.1 below we can see visual results on 
how corn affects the price slide. These results are consistent with the research done by 
Dhuyvetter and Schoeder which can be found in figure 4.2. Both graphs show that lower corn 
prices result in a more rapid decrease in feeder cattle price as weight increases. This is expected 
due to the fact that for lighter animals the cost of gain is lower and light weight animals are 
worth more per pound than heavy animals. The price spread between 500 and 800 pound steers 
is $19.97/cwt when corn prices are at $1.38/bu and decreases to $3.27/cwt when corn prices 
are at $4.18/bu. In comparison the study conducted by Dhuyvetter and Schoeder show the 
difference as, “For example, the price spread between 500 and 800 lb. steers is more than 
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$22/cwt when corn price is $1.85/bu and declines to only $10/cwt with a $3.37/bu corn price” 
(Dhuyvetter & Schroeder, 1999). 
 
 
Figure 4.1 – Visual representation of price slides for 1992-1996 
 
 























One of the purposes of this study is to see the changes in price slides given the overall 
rise of feeder cattle, live cattle, and corn prices. Therefore, evaluation of the time period of 2005 
to 2015 is necessary. 
Table 4.2 contains the results of estimating equation 4.1 for the 2005 to 2015 time 
period. The parameter estimate of corn by weight interaction, CWT, was negative and significant 
as compared to being positive and significant in the 1992 to 1996 time period.  The parameter 
estimate on corn futures, CF, also decreased in magnitude from -34.7 in the 1992-1996 time 
period to -9.6 in the 2005 -2015 time period.  This clearly indicates a structural change in the 
impact corn futures as has had on feeder cattle prices in the two different time periods.  
Table 4.2 – 2005-2015 Results of estimating equation 4.1 
Variable Coefficient Std. Error Significance 
Constant 56.4519 6.1696 0.01 
LCF 2.138 0.0075 0.01 
CF -9.6413 1.2427 0.01 
WT -0.1776 0.0211 0.01 
WT2 0.0000 0.0000 0.01 
HWT -0.0669 0.0022 0.01 
HWT2 0.0000 0.0000 0.01 
CWT -0.0123 0.0043 0.01 
CWT2 0.0000 0.0000 0.01 
Adj R2 0.9194 Number of Obs. 8,367 
 
 
In figure 4.3, we can see less dramatic decrease in the price slide during 2005 to 2015 in 
comparison to the 1992 to 1996 dataset. The price spread for the 500 and 800 lb steers is 
$32.70/cwt at the $4.63/bu corn price and decreases by $8.48/cwt to $24.22/cwt at the 





Figure 4.3 – Visual representation of price slides during 2005-2015 
 
To compare price slides over time, it can be seen that price slides increased over time. 
An example of this is for steers at a 900 lb weight in 1992 to 1996 the price slide was $2.21 for 
the average corn price of the time period. Though during the time period of 2005 to 2015 the 
price slide was $5.18 for the average corn price of the time of $4.63. Table 4.3 illustrate the 
changes over time of the price slides at the corresponding weights and the average corn price 































Table 4.3 – Changes between 1992-1996 and 2005-2015 














400 6.3745 12.3990 0.3500  400 15.8992 14.2967 17.0644 
500 5.5407 10.4843 0.5970  500 13.7671 13.2227 14.0666 
600 4.7068 8.5697 0.8439  600 11.6351 11.9047 11.0689 
700 3.8730 6.6551 1.0909  700 9.5030 10.5868 8.0711 
800 3.0391 4.7404 1.3379  800 7.3709 9.2688 5.0734 
900 2.2053 2.8258 1.5848  900 5.2389 7.9509 2.0756 
         














400 7.0693 13.0938 1.0448  400 17.7396 16.0615 18.9048 
500 5.0495 9.9931 0.1058  500 14.2168 13.6535 14.5163 
600 3.0296 6.8925 -0.8333  600 10.6940 10.9448 10.1278 
700 1.0098 3.7919 -1.7723  700 7.1712 8.2361 5.7393 
800 -1.0101 0.6912 -2.7113  800 3.6484 5.5274 1.3509 




This objective was to evaluate price slides across geographical regions. The results for 
the regression of the different geographical locations will be shown as well as graphical 
demonstration to assist in interpreting the results. Regression results can be seen in table 4.4, 




Table 4.4 - Oklahoma results from estimating equation 4.1  
Variable Coefficient Std. Error Significance 
Constant 33.3463 2.6000 0.01 
LCF 2.0936 0.0051 0.01 
CF -8.754 0.6278 0.01 
WT -0.1149 0.0085 0.01 
WT2 0.0000 0.0000 0.01 
HWT -0.0635 0.0013 0.01 
HWT2 0.0000 0.0000 0.01 
CWT -0.011 0.0021 0.01 
CWT2 0.0000 0.0000 0.01 
Adj R2 0.9245 Number of Obs. 18,658 
 
 
Table 4.5 - Nebraska results from estimating equation 4.1 
Variable Coefficient Std. Error Significance 
Constant 36.0135 2.9060 0.01 
LCF 2.1421 0.0047 0.01 
CF -7.748 0.6911 0.01 
WT -0.1123 0.0091 0.01 
WT2 0.0000 0.0000 0.01 
HWT -0.0546 0.0012 0.01 
HWT2 0.0001 0.0000 0.01 
CWT -0.0148 0.0022 0.01 
CWT2 0.0000 0.0000 0.01 





Table 4.6 - Georgia results from estimating equation 4.1 
Variable Coefficient Std. Error Significance 
Constant 18.759 4.5401 0.01 
LCF 2.2581 0.0068 0.01 
CF -6.4274 1.0796 0.01 
WT -0.1136 0.0175 0.01 
WT2 0.0000 0.0000 0.61 
HWT -0.0734 0.0021 0.01 
HWT2 0.0001 0.0000 0.01 
CWT -0.0315 0.0042 0.01 
CWT2 0.0000 0.0000 0.01 
Adj R2 0.9104 Number of Obs. 14,218 
 
 
Table 4.7 - Kansas results from estimating equation 4.1 
Variable Coefficient Std. Error Significance 
Constant 32.6839 2.6550 0.01 
LCF 2.0468 0.0053 0.01 
CF -5.4028 0.6431 0.01 
WT -0.1173 0.0086 0.01 
WT2 0.0000 0.0000 0.01 
HWT -0.0550 0.0013 0.01 
HWT2 0.0001 0.0000 0.01 
CWT -0.0176 0.0021 0.01 
CWT2 0.0000 0.0000 0.01 





Table 4.8 - Montana results from estimating equation 4.1 
Variable Coefficient Std. Error Significance 
Constant 23.6643 3.2084 0.01 
LCF 2.1683 0.0063 0.01 
CF -8.7202 0.7795 0.01 
WT -0.0953 0.0104 0.01 
WT2 0.0000 0.0000 0.22 
HWT -0.0551 0.0015 0.01 
HWT2 0.0001 0.0000 0.01 
CWT -0.0128 0.0025 0.01 
CWT2 0.0000 0.0000 0.01 
Adj R2 0.9207 Number of Obs. 13,952 
 
 
As in objective 1, the regression results were used to derive feeder cattle prices at 
different weights keeping other variables at their mean values. Then using the same technique 
to find the price slides from the feeder cattle prices.  
Price slides for steers are relatively close to each other when evaluating Oklahoma, 
Kansas, and Montana in terms of cwt. This is depicted by figure 4.4. In the same figure, it is seen 
that Nebraska pays more for feeder cattle than those previously mentioned states. Whereas, 
Georgia pays significantly less. This pattern is consistent with the heifers and can be seen in 
figure 4.5. Though evaluating the price per hundredweight is interesting, we need to evaluate 




Figure 4.4 – Visual representation of price slides (Steers) during 2005-2015 
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The price slides for the geographical regions are different throughout the different 
weight ranges. At the 400 lbs weight Oklahoma, Nebraska, Kansas, and Montana all fall within 
an average of about $5.99/cwt and range from $5.48/cwt (Montana) to $5.94/cwt (Nebraska). 
Whereas, Georgia is significantly higher at $7.13/cwt. At the 600 lb weight, the different regions 
are closer together. The average price slide is $4.65/cwt and range from $4.34/cwt (Kansas) to 
$5.03/cwt (Georgia). At the 800 lb weight, the difference regions become more spread out than 
at 600 lbs. The average price slide is $3.32/cwt and range from $2.81/cwt (Kansas) to $3.90/cwt 
(Montana). This can be visually seen in figure 4.6.  
 
Figure 4.6 – Visual representation of steer price slides per geographical location 
 
The price slides for heifers are the price slides are much closer together compared to 
the steer slides. At the 400 lb weight, the average of Oklahoma, Nebraska, Georgia, Kansas, and 
Montana is $6.31/cwt and range from $5.86/cwt (Montana) to $7.05/cwt (Georgia). At the 600 
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from $3.18/cwt (Georgia) to $4.21/cwt (Nebraska). At the 800 lb weight, the price slides spread 
out more. The average of Oklahoma, Nebraska, Georgia, Kansas, and Montana is $1.11/cwt and 
range from $-0.68/cwt (Georgia) to $1.55/cwt (Montana). See figure 4.7 to see the differences 
in slide prices for heifers. 
 
Figure 4.7 - Visual representation of heifer price slides per geographical location 
 
Therefore, we see in some areas price slides are not similar. Though some areas are 
similar that is not the rule for all geographical regions, Georgia being the prime example that 
price slides differ especially when the heavier weights are being looked at in dealing with steers. 
This finding is clear from the above graphs. 
One possible reason for the different price slide values for each region, it due to the 
different weaning weight and backgrounding methods. As mentioned in the introduction, 
different regions have different methods of production and different cattle breeds. This could be 























The following equation discussed in the methodology chapter was estimated using OLS 
regression: 
(4.2) Feeder Cattle Price = β0 + β1LCF – β2CF – β3WT + β4WT2 – β5HWT + β6HWT2 + β7CFWT – 
β8CFWT2 + β9CFY05 + β10CFY06 + β11CFY07 + β12CFY09 + β13CFY10 + β14CFY11 + β15CFY12 + 
β16CFY13 + β17CFY14 + β18Y05 + β19Y06 + β20Y07 + β21Y09 + β22Y10 + β23Y11 + β24Y12 + β25Y13 + 
β26Y14 + β27CFGeoM + β28CFGeoK + β29CFGeoO + β30CFGeoN + β31GeoM + β32GeoK + β33GeoO + 
β34GeoN + e 
where: 
Feeder Cattle Price is the price paid by the cattle buyer at auction 
LCF is the live cattle futures price 
CF is the corn futures price 
WT is the weight of the feeder cattle (cwt) 
WT2 is weight squared 
H is the heifer dummy variable 
Y05 – Y14 are the dummy variables indicating the year 
GeoM, GeoK, GeoO and GeoN are the dummy variable indicating the geographical 
location of Montana, Kansas, Oklahoma and Nebraska. 
This objective was to evaluate the price slides over time and space using a span of 10 
years (2005 to 2014) of data along with several different geographical locations. The results for 
the regression of the different time periods and geographical locations will be shown as well as 




Table 4.9 - Objective 3 results from estimating equation 4.2 
Variable Coefficient Std. Error Significance 
Constant 74.4221 2.0226 0.01 
LCF 1.3664 0.0132 0.01 
CF -5.5357 0.3960 0.01 
WT -0.1790 0.0055 0.01 
WT2 0.0001 0.0000 0.01 
HWT -0.0647 0.0007 0.01 
HWT2 0.0001 0.0000 0.01 
CWT -0.0021 0.0011 0.06 
CWT2 0.0000 0.0000 0.01 
CxY05 5.9626 1.2993 0.01 
CxY06 -6.3611 0.3514 0.01 
CxY07 -1.8769 0.5507 0.01 
CxY09 3.1729 0.4817 0.01 
CxY10 -0.2797 0.2380 0.24 
CxY11 2.6279 0.3586 0.01 
CxY12 -7.5663 0.2712 0.01 
CxY13 -1.8192 0.2286 0.01 
CxY14 -24.7479 0.4081 0.01 
Y05 7.1084 2.8148 0.01 
Y06 32.4596 1.1901 0.01 
Y07 12.5836 2.1717 0.01 
Y09 -8.4750 1.8929 0.01 
Y10 8.2700 1.1441 0.01 
Y11 -6.7543 2.3909 0.01 
Y12 71.4813 1.8366 0.01 
Y13 26.2173 1.4725 0.01 
Y14 152.2046 2.2930 0.01 
CxGeoM 0.2718 0.0971 0.01 
CxGeoK 0.6906 0.0945 0.01 
CxGeoO 0.4424 0.0894 0.01 
CxGeoN 0.4183 0.0897 0.01 
GeoM 15.8852 0.4729 0.01 
GeoK 15.1333 0.4600 0.01 
GeoO 14.5244 0.4341 0.01 
GeoN 20.8123 0.4364 0.01 




All but two of the estimated parameters are significantly different than zero at the 99% 
level of confidence. The adjusted R-squared is high at 93%. From this we can understand that 
there is an impact on the feeder cattle prices over time and space. The corn and year interaction 
parameters estimates and the corn and state parameter estimates are almost all significant at a 
99% level, indicating that the impact of corn prices varies across time and space. Though these 
estimated parameters are almost all significantly different than zero, perhaps the more 
interesting question is do these parameter estimates differ by year or by region.  For example, 
can we conclude that Y06 with a parameter estimate of 32.46 is significantly different than Y07 
with a parameter estimate of 12.58; are years different from one another and not just different 
from the base year of 2008?  Similarly, the regional dummy variables indicate that all regions are 
different than Georgia, which was the base, but is Montana different from Nebraska or Kansas? 
The Wald test (Kyngäs & Risanen, 2001) was conducted to determine if the parameter 
estimates for year, corn by year, region, and corn by region dummy variables were significantly 
different from one another. The results of the Wald test can be seen in table 4.10.  
While some years are not significantly different from one another, Y05 and Y10 for 
example, every year is significantly different, based on the Wald test, than the prior year and the 
subsequent year.  Additionally, in looking at the corn by year interaction variables, each year the 
interaction is significantly different than the prior year and the subsequent year.  The 
implication here is that each year corn as a different impact on feeder cattle prices and this is 





Table 4.10 – Results of the Wald test to determine significant differences between 
parameter estimates (Parameter estimates in the same column with different superscripts 
differ at the 99% level of confidence). 
Variable Parameter Variable Parameter Variable Parameter Variable Parameter 
Y09 -8.4750 a CxY14 -24.7479 a GeoG 0.0000a CxGeoG 0.0000 a 
Y11 -6.7543 a CxY12 -7.5663 b GeoO 14.5244 b CxGeoM 0.2718 b 
Y08 0.0000 b CxY06 -6.3611 c GeoK 15.1333 bc CxGeoN 0.4183 b 
Y05 7.1084 c CxY07 -1.8769 d GeoM 15.8852 c CxGeoO 0.4424 b 
Y10 8.2700 cd CxY13 -1.8192 d GeoN 20.8123 d CxGeoK 0.6906 c 
Y07 12.5836 d CxY10 -0.2797 e     
Y13 26.2173 e CxY08 0.0000 e     
Y06 32.4596 f CxY11 2.6279 f     
Y12 71.4813 g CxY09 3.1729 f     
Y14 152.2046 h CxY05 5.9626 f     
 
 
In looking at the regional, or state, feeder cattle price differences, all states in the model 
are significantly different than Georgia.  Nebraska also has significantly higher feeder cattle 
prices than the other states.  Montana feeder cattle prices are significantly higher than 
Oklahoma but not Kansas and Kansas and Oklahoma prices are not significantly different.  The 
corn by state interaction terms show some significant differences: Georgia is significantly 
different than all other states and Kansas has a significantly different corn interaction than 
Nebraska, Montana and Oklahoma.  The implication here is that there are some significant 
regional differences in feeder cattle prices.  While not part of this thesis, those differences might 
be explained by differences in feeder cattle type, feed resources available, and management 
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decisions.  Table 1.2 illustrated differences in weaning weights and ages and differences in 
percentages of calves sold at weaning in different regions of the U.S.  It is therefore likely that 
feeder cattle price slides also differ by region. 
Graphical Presentation of Price Slides  
  
Parameter estimates obtained from estimating equation 4.2 were used to predict prices 
for each state and year and to than graphically predict price slides.  While results of the Wald 
test confirmed that feeder cattle prices differed by year and region, the actual feeder cattle 
price slides are fairly similar across Montana, Oklahoma, Georgia, Kansas, and Nebraska. For a 
300 lb steer the average price slide for those states is $7.08/cwt. The range is $7.03/cwt to 
$7.12/cwt for the 300 lb steer, which is a spread of $0.09/cwt. As the weight increases, the 
range of the price slide begins to increase. For a 600 lb steer the average price slide is $4.91/cwt 
with a range of $4.75/cwt to $5.07/cwt, which is a spread of $0.32/cwt. For a 850 lb steer the 
average price slide is $3.10/cwt with a range of $2.78/cwt to $3.42/cwt, which is a spread of 
$0.65/cwt. This can be seen in the below figures for Montana, Oklahoma, Georgia, Kansas, and 




Figure 4.8 – Montana price slides per year 
 
 

















































Figure 4.10 – Georgia price slides per year 
 
 

















































Figure 4.12 – Nebraska price slides per year 
 
It is interesting to note that in the lighter weights the price slides are almost identical 
year to year, but as heavier weights are considered the price slides contain greater annual 
variation. This is the case in all the geographical locations.  
When addressing price slides over the years, it is shown that the price slides act in the 
same manner. At the 300 lb steer, price slides for all years and all locations are almost identical. 
The average price slide is $7.08/cwt. At the 850 lb steer weight, price slides for all years and all 



























Figure 4.13 – Price slide averages for all locations and all years 
 
Over the years price slides have increased. Price slides are influenced by the price of 
corn. As the price of corn increases, the price slide for feeder will typically increase as well. If the 



























The purpose of this research was to determine useful and valuable information about 
price slides. The objectives of this research were to evaluate price slides over time and space. 
This was to determine whether price slides were constant over time or changed through time. 
Also, it was to determine whether price slides were geographically specific or not. The 
conclusions to these questions will be presented in this chapter. 
The purpose of objective 1’s research was to determine if price slides remained constant 
over time or if they changed through time. A hedonic model was used to evaluate factors that 
affect feeder cattle prices and in turn produce price slides. It followed the study by Dhuyvetter 
and Schroeder (1999).  
The data for objective 1 was taken from Livestock Marketing Information Center for the 
state of Kansas. This was in attempt to duplicate results from the same region used in 
Dhuyvetter and Schroeder’s study. Information such as feeder cattle prices from Kansas, for 
different weights and sex, live cattle futures, and corn futures were obtained.  
In order to calculate price slides and evaluate them over time, an econometric model 
was created based on the principle of hedonic modeling. Feeder cattle prices were used as the 
dependent variable. Live cattle future prices, corn future prices, and weight are all of the 
important independent variables that have been chosen and used with different variations of 
those variables. There was limitations in the data that did not allow to include other physical 
characteristic variables and market variables that would have had a bearing on the feeder cattle 
prices. Ordinary least squares are used to evaluate the model. Feeder cattle prices differ by the 
weight of the cattle. Then taking the differing feeder cattle prices and finding the differences 
between prices at different weights to establish the price slide. 
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Evaluating the data used for the 1992 to 1996 time period, it is found that overall the 
model explained over 88 percent of the variation in the feeder cattle prices. In the model, all 
variables to explain feeder cattle prices were statistically significant. The signs of the coefficients 
for the time period of 1992 to 1996 match the signs of the previous research done by 
Dhyuvetter and Schroeder. Those variables were live cattle future prices, corn future prices, 
weight, weight squared, heifer dummy times weight, heifer dummy times weight squared, corn 
future prices time weight, corn future prices time weight squared.  
Evaluating the data used for 2005 to 2015 time period, it is found that the overall model 
explained over 92 percent of the variation in the feeder cattle prices. In the model, all the 
variables to explain feeder cattle prices were statistically significant. Most of the signs of the 
parameter estimates for the time period of 2005 to 2015 match the signs of the 1992 to 1996 
time period. However, the corn by weight interaction term was negative rather than positive 
and was significant.  The parameter estimate for corn was also at a much smaller magnitude 
indicating that the impact of corn futures price on feeder cattle prices and price slides had 
changed over time.  
Due to fluctuations in corn futures price and live cattle futures price, price slides in 
feeder cattle over time have tended to increase. Holding all variables, except weight, constant 
for the two different time periods, it is seen that in 1992 to 1996 steers’ price slides for 500 
pound animal was $5.54/cwt and for 800 pound animal was $3.04/cwt. The futures corn price 
average for 1992 to 1996 was $2.78. Evaluating 2005 to 2015 steers’ price slides for 500 pound 
animal was $13.77/cwt and for 800 pound animal was $9.27/cwt. The futures corn price average 
for 2005 to 2015 was $4.63/bu. 
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Previous research indicated that price slides were not consistent over time looking at 
the study by Faminow and Gum (1986) and Dhuyvetter and Schroeder (1999). Prices for feed 
(corn) have fluctuated greatly in the last several years; producers would be wise to evaluate at 
which weight they wish to raise their cattle to sell. Producers can understand from previous 
research that price of feeder cattle and therefore price slides are dependent mostly upon the 
price of live cattle futures price and corn futures price. This research adds to price slides 
understanding in that producers know that price slides change over time. Producers will have to 
take price slides into consideration while marketing their cattle and realize that price slides are 
most likely to increase as their operation matures. 
The purpose of objective 2 was to determine if price slides were geographically specific 
or if they were consistent across regions. This objective was to evaluate several areas including 
Kansas that was used in objective 1. The other states (areas) were Georgia, Montana, Oklahoma, 
and Nebraska. As seen in the introduction, 4 out of the 5 states represent one of the 5 beef 
producing regions of the U.S. 
The data for objective 2 was taken from Livestock Marketing Information Center for 
each of the states. The data included feeder cattle prices from the local states. Also included 
was the corn futures price and live cattle futures price.    
Objective 2 was analyzed similar to objective 1, in that a hedonic model was established 
for the regression analysis. The model was run on all of the different geographical locations. The 
equation was estimated five times for each of the different locations. The model was the same 
for each, but the data set samples differed due to available information. 
The results for objective 2 indicate that the price slides across geographical regions are 
different. The price slides are not as steep in Georgia as in Kansas for steer cattle. Price slides for 
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steers have the greatest spread in the heavier weight whereas the lighter weights do not 
demonstrate such drastic spreads. This is especially true in the 400 to 500 pound range.  
The implication of this research finding is producers can understand how price slides for 
feeder cattle differ across regions of the U.S. Price slides are small in the Georgia area for 
heavier weighted cattle. Kansas has the highest price slides for the lighter weight cattle. Without 
taking into consideration the allowable weight variance, Montana has the lowest price slide 
value for the lighter weights. This would inspire the most confidence about weight estimation 
for buyers to purchase from producers from Montana. Of course, weight estimation is not the 
only factor that dictates the purchasing of a lot of cattle. 
Results of estimating feeder cattle prices over time and across regions, objective 3, 
show that price slides for feeder cattle are influenced by year and region and that the impact of 
corn futures price varies by year and region. As the price of corn increases the price slides for 
feeder cattle typically increases. As the price of corn decreases the price slides for feeder cattle 
typically decreases. This is relative over time and space. 
The data for objective 3 was taken from Livestock Marketing Information Center for the 
specified time and over each of the states. The data included feeder cattle prices from the local 
states. Also included was the corn futures price and live cattle futures price.    
Geographical location and time are important to consider when evaluating feeder cattle 
price slides. As seen in the Wald test most years are significantly different from each other. This 
is good for producers to know so they can make informed production and operation decisions. 
Producers will need to take into consideration both time and location when marketing their 
feeder cattle at auction. Causes of the differences in price slides over time and space can be 
potentially attributed to weaning weight and the percentage of retention within an operation. 
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This can be seen in table 1.2. Other factors can be the differences in backgrounding found within 
the different regions and breeds that are raised in a particular regions. 
Study Limitations and Future Research 
 
Data availability can often limit a study.  Some of the prior research on feeder cattle 
price slides were conducted using individual lot data, which allowed those researchers the 
opportunity to examine the impact of cattle and lot characteristics on feeder cattle prices and 
price slides.  However, this study was based on summary auction market data as reported by 
USDA-AMS.  So, while this research was representative of a broader feeder cattle market, the 
data lacked the detail of some of the prior research.  Further limiting this study was the lack of 
consistently reported feeder cattle price data for other states of interest.   
This research found that price slides are different over time and space. Further research 
could be conducted to determine if feeder cattle price slides written into forward contracts have 
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